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1. The Origins of Structuralism 
    1. Ferdinand De Saussure:  
	Structuralism has its origin in the thinking of the Swiss linguist Ferdinand de Saussure (1857–1913) who in the early twentieth century revolutionized the study of language. So instead of on actual instances of language use – spoken or written – Saussure focused on the question of how language actually works in order to formulate general insights that would be valid for all language use and for all languages. I should perhaps point out that this is also different from what grammarians – the other type of linguist around in Saussure’s time – used to do. Grammarians wanted to describe the underlying grammatical rules that we automatically follow when we talk or write. So they analysed instances of language use – our individual utterances, which Saussure called paroles (plural) – to get at those rules. But Saussure is interested in how language as such works – in what he called langue – and not in the grammatical matrix of this or that language. This approach led Saussure, whose work only found wider circulation after it was published in 1915, two years after his death, to the idea that language should first of all be seen as a system of signs (he himself did not use the term ‘structure’).
Secondly, those signs are in first instance arbitrary – after which they have become conventions – and have not taken their specific form because of what they mean, but to be different from other signs. Let me explain this. The ‘signs’ are simply the words that we use: ‘way’, ‘yard’, ‘yarn’. As we have just seen, ‘way’ is ‘weg’ (or ‘Weg’) in Dutch and in German. Some of us will know that it is ‘chemin’ in French and ‘camino’ in Spanish. We need only a very superficial knowledge of a foreign language, or even of a dialect form of our own language, to know that the words we useto refer to the objects around us are different in other languages.
	A strong point in Saussure’s favour is that form and meaning cannot be separated. If we change ‘ways’ to ‘days’ or ‘rays’we do have not only a new form but also a new meaning. In other words, the differential principle not only works to distinguish words from each other, it simultaneously distinguishes meanings from each other. A linguistic sign – a word – is both form and meaning. Saussure calls the form – the word as it is spoken or written – the signifier and the meaning the signified.
2. Prague structuralism

	In the later 1920s the cause of Formalism was taken up in Prague, not in the least because Jakobson had moved there to get away from the increasingly repressive regime in what had become the Soviet Union. I will in this brief section focus on what from our vantage point are the most relevant aspects of the way the Prague  structuralists contributed to literary theory. Most importantly – as is illustrated by their name – they further developed the idea that a literary text is a structure in which all the elements are interrelated and interdependent.
	There is nothing in a literary work that can be seen and studied in isolation. Each single element has a function through which it is related to the work as a whole. The Formalists tended to focus on the defamiliarizing elements within literary art – either those elements that distinguished literary texts from non-literature or those that served the process of defamiliarization within those texts themselves. As a result, they paid little attention to all the elements that did not directly contribute to the defamiliarizing process. For the structuralists, however, everything played a role in what a text was and did. One reason for arriving at this position is that, drawing on new insights in contemporary linguistics, they expanded the Formalists’ notion of ‘function’. In so doing they gave a better theoretical foundation to the idea that literature is concerned with itself while they simultaneously explained how it could also refer to the outside world. As we have seen, for the Formalists ‘function’ has to do with the way textual elements achieve effects of defamiliarization because of their difference from their environment. For the structuralists, the text as a whole – not just the literary text – has a function too, and it is on the basis of the way a text functions as a whole that we can distinguish between various sorts of texts. A text’s function is determined by its orientation. These orientations are basically those of a so-called ‘speech act’ – they derive from what we do with speech. Let me illustrate some of the possibilities, using speech examples. One of the shortest (and most frequent) texts in the language surely is ‘Damn!’ Expressing a whole range of emotions – disappointment, anger, surprise, and so on – ‘Damn!’ is oriented towards the speaker him- or herself. Because everything we say or write may be seen as a message, we could also say that here, perhaps a bit paradoxically, the message is oriented towards its sender. ‘Hey, you!’, however, is oriented towards the person that is addressed (the addressee). If we tell a friend about the movie we have just seen, or the near accident we have witnessed, then our ‘text’ is oriented towards things in the outside world, it refers to the reality we both live in (what one might call the context). From this perspective in terms of orientation, literary texts are oriented towards themselves, but not in the way that ‘Damn!’ is oriented towards its ‘sender’. Literature focuses on its own form, its focus is on the message rather than on the sender, the addressee, or any other possible target. It is in other words oriented towards the code – the code of literature – that it employs. Of course these orientations almost never occur in a pure form. If I’m all by myself ‘Damn!’ will probably be wholly oriented towards me, but if there are other people around it will inevitably also function as a message to them, telling them about my disappointment or anger. ‘Hey you!’ is oriented towards an addressee, but also reveals something about me: I want his or her attention. Literary texts are oriented towards themselves (they are very conscious of their form and the outside world they would seem to refer to is fictional and does not exist), but there are few works of literature that we cannot in one way or another make relevant to the world we live in. In other words, in actual practice texts always have more than one orientation and more than one function simultaneously. What counted for the structuralists is which orientation and accompanying function is dominant. This concept of the ‘dominant’ allowed them a view of literary texts that was a good deal more flexible than that of the Formalists: literature referred primarily to itself, but it could also be taken as referring to the outside world, although the referential element would of course always have to be subservient to its orientation on the literary code, to what the structuralists called the poetic function. (A text would cease to be literature if its dominant orientation shifted from the text itself – its form – to the outside world.) Moreover, as I have just pointed out, from this point of view the whole text functions as a coherent whole, kept together by its ‘dominant’. It is a structure in which all elements, whether they defamiliarize or not, are interrelated and interdependent.
Forgrouding: 
	In a second move, the Prague group further theorized the idea of defamiliarization and gave it a place in their view of the literary work as a structure. Borrowing from psychological studies of the way our mind processes the infinite number of data that our senses present to it and filters out what seems relevant, the structuralists replaced defamiliarization by foregrounding. Jan Mukařovský, for instance, tells us that poetic language is an effect of the ‘foregrounding of the utterance’. Unlike defamiliarization, which would not seem to affect its immediate textual environment, foregrounding has the effect that it ‘automatizes’ neighbouring textual elements. It draws the reader’s attention to itself and obscures whatever else may be going on right beside it. While defamiliarization points to a contrastive, but static, relationship between the defamiliarizing element and the other elements, foregrounding emphasizes the dynamism of that relationship: what one element gains in terms of being foregrounded is lost by the other elements that constitute its background. In other words, just like the idea of a ‘dominant’, foregrounding implies a perspective that sees a text as a structure of interrelated elements. As Mukařovský put it: The mutual relationship of the components of the work of poetry, both foregrounded and unforegrounded, constitute its structure, a dynamic structure including both convergence and divergence, and one that constitutes an indissociable artistic whole, since each of its components has its value in terms of its relation to the totality. 
The axis of combination
	In the late 1950s Roman Jakobson formulated what is probably the ultimate attempt to define the aesthetic function in poetry, that is the ‘literariness’ of poetry. ‘The poetic function’ – that is, poetic literariness – Jakobson said, ‘projects the principle of equivalence from the axis of selection into the axis of combination’ (Jakobson [1960] 1988: 39).  Jakobson’s definition departs from the simple fact that all words can be classified and categorized. Every time we use language what we say or write is a combination of words selected from a large number of classes and categories. Take for instance a bare bones sentence like ‘Ma feels cold.’ In this sentence we might have used ‘Pa’ or ‘Sis’ or ‘Bud’ or ‘John’ (and so on) instead of ‘Ma’ and we might have used ‘good’, ‘bad’, ‘hot’ (and so on) instead of ‘cold’ without disrupting the sentence’s grammar. The alternatives mentioned are grammatically equivalent to ‘Ma’ or ‘cold’. ‘Butter feels cold’ would definitely be odd, and so would ‘Bud feels butter.’ The selection process that starts up whenever we are on the point of speaking or writing is governed by invisible rules that make us select words from large classes of grammatically equivalent words: nouns, verbs, adjectives, and so on. However, we also constantly make selections in the field of meaning. 
The most obvious case is that of a word for which there is a perfect synonym. We will have to choose between two equivalents. Or we can choose from a group of words that are closely related with regard to meaning, for instance: man, guy, fellow, bloke, gent, and so on. Which word we will actually choose may depend on the degree of colloquiality (or dignity) that we want to project or on how precise we want to be: a gent is not only male, but a specific kind of male. In any case, we make a selection from a number of words that have much in common and
may even be roughly identical: they are approximately or even wholly equivalent in meaning. Both with regard to its (grammatical) structure and with regard to meaning (its semantic
dimension) language knows all sorts of equivalence. It is this principle of (linguistic) equivalence that poetry borrows from what Jakobson calls ‘the axis of selection’ and then employs in the ‘axis of combination’. 
What Jakobson claims is that poetry, like all other language use, not only constantly selects items from long lists of words that are in one way or another equivalent to each other, but also selects to create equivalences between the words it chooses. It can do so by way of alliteration, for instance, which is basically an equivalence between the sounds with which two or more words begin: ‘The Soul selects her own Society’ – to quote an Emily Dickinson poem which uses an initial ‘s’ in three of its six words (one of which also ends with an ‘s’). Or poetry can create equivalences by way of rhyme, in which almost whole words are equivalent to each other (like ‘words’ and ‘nerds’). But it can also do so by way of meter – iambic pentameters, for instance – which creates metric equivalences unknown or rare in ordinary language, by way of grammatical parallelisms, inversions and juxtapositions (which in order to work presuppose equivalence between the two elements involved) and numerous other ways. 
This develops Jakobson’s early Formalist work in the direction of structuralism, although it also represents a return to the Formalists’ hunt for literariness. However, literariness is here not the result of a number of discrete ‘devices’ that defamiliarize ordinary language, but of the specific organization of poetic language which organizes itself along lines different from the organization of other uses of language. Literariness is the result of a specific structural principle, that of equivalence on the axis of combination. It is that equivalence that contributes to a literary text’s coherence. Jakobson even suggests that words that are ‘similar in sound’ are because of that ‘drawn together in meaning’, but here he is clearly on extremely speculative and shaky ground and not many commentators have been willing to explore this lead. However, as with the Formalists, the question of meaning hardly arises. And it is obvious that the principle of equivalence has even less to say about the relative merit, the value of individual works of literature. 
3. French Structuralism 
   3.1. Roland Barthes’ TEXTUAL ANALYSIS  

Roland Barthes was a French literary theorist, philosopher, linguist, critic, and semiotician. Barthes' ideas explored a diverse range of fields and he influenced the development of schools of theory including structuralism, semiotics, social theory, design theory, anthropology and post- structuralism. 

	Barthes describes the text as a tangled ball of threads ; the threads need  to unravelled . He suggested that there will be one or more of the five codes that describe the meaning of the text. 
1. The Hermeneutic code (the voice of truth): The code of enigmas or puzzles. It refers to mystery within a text. Clues are dropped, but no clear answers are given. Enigmas within the narrative make the audience want to know more. Unanswered enigmas tend to frustrate the audience
2. Proairetic code (the voice of empirics): The code of actions. Any action initiated must be completed. The cumulative actions constitute the plot events of the text. contains sequential elements of action in the text. Proairetic elements add suspense to the text. 
3. The Connotative [or Semic] code (the voice of the person): The accumulation of connotations. Semes, sequential thoughts, traits and actions constitute character. “The proper noun surrounded by connotations.” 
4.  Symbolic code (voice of the symbol): Binary oppositions or themes. The inscription into the text of the antithesis central to the organization of the cultural code.  
5. Cultural or referential code (the voice of science [or knowledge]): Though all codes are cultural we reserve this designation for the storehouse of knowledge we use in interpreting everyday experience. 
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